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DETAILED ACTION 


Response to Amendment 

1. This action is responsive to an amendment filed on 08/07/2009. Claims 17-28 and 30-37 
are pending. Claims 1-16 and 29 have been previously cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 08/07/2009 Remarks have been fully considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection which is deemed appropriate to address all of the 
needs at this time. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 17-24, 33, 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lemaire et al. (U.S. 5,444,768) in view of Perlman et al. (U.S. 5,896,444). 

Regarding claim 17, with respect to Figures 1A and 2, Lemaire teaches an electronic 
document answering machine comprising: 

A central processing unit (CPU) 40, memory 15, 54-58, and modem 42 with a telephone 
connection (col. 8, lines 18-22); 

Lemaire further teaches a system for rendering documents (fig. 2; labels 13 and 20; col. 7, 
lines 6-21,col.9, lines 18-31), 

Lemaire further teaches an alert device for signaling that at least one new document is 
waiting to be reviewed (col.7, lines 6-21); 

Lemaire further teaches an input device to signal rendering of at least one of the at least 
one new document (col.5, lines 36-66), and 

Lemaire further teaches a digital port for connecting to a host personal computer (PC), 
wherein the electronic document answering machine connects to at least one remote sources, 
receives and stores at least one digital document in the memory, and activates the alert device as 
a new document is stored, and wherein, in response to input device receiving an input, the 
electronic document answering machine renders stored documents, and whereto the electronic 
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document answering machine is adapted to transmit stored documents to the PC for processing 
(fig. 4-5, fig.6, label 134,146; col.6, lines 55-65, col.14, lines 3-24). 

Lemaire does not teach the following limitations, 

"periodic time intervals" 

However, it is obvious that Lemaire can be modified to accommodate the limitation. 
This is because Lemaire teaches a polling mechanism which scans interfaces at predetermine 
times (Col. 11, lines 41-55 and Col. 14, lines 50-54). These teachings suggest predetermined 
times (periodic time intervals) for accessing messaging facilities and retrieving audio and e-mail 
messages. Periman teaches the limitations by accessing messaging facilities at regular 
(periodic) intervals (Col. 8, lines 5-1 1). Having the cited art at the time the invention was made, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add periodic access capability to 
Lemaire's invention for accessing messaging facilities as taught by Perlman's invention in 
order to provide access of messaging facilities at regular intervals. 

Regarding claim 18, Lemaire teaches the electric document answering machine of claim 
17 wherein the system for rendering stored documents comprises a speaker and voice synthesis 
apparatus (fig.4). 

Regarding claim 19, Lemaire teaches the electronic document answering machine of 
claim 17 wherein the system for rendering stored documents comprises a display apparatus 
(col.9, lines 64-68). 
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Regarding claim 20, Lemaire teaches the electronic document answering machine of 
claim 17 adapted for use by the PC as a modem (fig.6, label 130). 

Regarding claim 21, Lemaire teaches the electronic document answering machine of 
claim 17 wherein the modem is operated by the CPU and has no separate CPU (fig.6, label 130). 

Regarding claim 22, Lemaire teaches the electronic document answering machine as in 
claim 17 wherein the at least one remote source includes an Internet mail server, and the at least 
one new document includes at least one e-mail message addressed to a particular user (col.2, 
lines 40-45, col.3, lines 42-46, 60-63). 

Regarding claim 23, Lemaire teaches the electronic document answering machine of 
claim 17 wherein the alert device includes at least one light emitting diode (LED) and the input 
is a pushbutton having the at least one LED integrated in the pushbutton (fig.lA, labels 38,33). 

Regarding claim 24, Lemaire teaches the electronic document answering machine of 
claim 23 further comprising a second pushbutton adapted for applying and removing power to 
power-using elements (fig.lA, labels 30,32,34 or 36). 

Claims 33 and 36 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 17. Furthermore, with respect to Figures 1A and 2, Lemaire teaches a computing device, 
comprising: 

a retriever that accesses remote sources and retrieves and stores in memory 
at least one new digital document addressed to an addressee, wherein the at least one new digital 
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document is not already stored in memory of the computing device (fig. 4-5, fig. 6, label 134,146; 
col.6, lines 55-65, col. 14, lines 3-24); and 

Lemaire further teaches an input device having at least one light emitting diode (LED) 
integrated in the input device, wherein the at least one LED signals that the at least one new 
digital document is stored in memory and ready for review, and wherein activation of the input 
device initiates rendering of the at least one new digital document (fig.lA, labels 38,33; col. 5, 
lines 36-66, col.7, lines 6-21). 

Regarding claim 37, Lemaire teaches the rendering includes rendering the at least one 
new digital document during a time period over which no other new digital document is rendered 
(fig.lA, labels 38,33; col.5, lines 36-66). 

6. Claims 25-28, 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lemaire et al. (U.S. 5,444,768) in view of Perlman et al. (U.S. 5,896,444) further in view of 
Clark et al. (U.S. 5,666,530). 

Claims 25, 34 and 35 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 17. Furthermore, with respect to Figures 1A and 2, Lemaire teaches an electronic 
document answering machine in a personal computer (PC), the electronic document answering 
system comprising: 
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Means for retrieving, wherein the means for retrieving is configured for accessing remote 
resources and retrieving and storing digital documents (fig. 4-5, fig.6, label 134,146; col.6, lines 
55-65, col. 14, lines 3-24); 

Lemaire further teaches means for providing a light emitting diode (LED) alert, wherein 
the means for providing a light emitting diode alert is configured for LED illumination for 
signaling a user that one or more new digital documents have been retrieved and stored and are 
ready for review (fig.lA, labels 38,33; col.7, lines 6-21); and 

Lemaire further teaches means for initializing, wherein the means for initializing includes 
the means for providing an LED alert integrated in the means for initializing for signaling the 
electronic document answering system to initiate review of the stored documents (fig.lA, labels 
38,33; col.5, lines 36-66), 

However, Lemaire in view of Perlman does not teach the following limitations: 

"wherein the electronic document answering system in the PC is adapted to operate 
using means for processing and means for storage operably coupled with the PC and wherein the 
means for storage includes special operating code provided for the electronic document 
answering system, for the electronic document answering system to operate during periods of 
time when the PC is in reduced-power mode as well as when the PC is in full operating mode" 

Clark teaches wherein the electronic document answering system in the PC is adapted to 
operate using means for processing and means for storage operably coupled with the PC and 
wherein the means for storage includes special operating code provided for the electronic 
document answering system, for the electronic document answering system to operate during 
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periods of time when the PC is in reduced-power mode as well as when the PC is in full 
operating mode (col. 5, lines 24-37 and 65-col.6, line 15). Having the cited art at the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to add power- 
down capabilities to Lemaire's invention in view of Perlman's invention for providing reduced 
power consumption as taught by Clark's invention in order to provide flexible operation 
capabilities. 

Regarding claim 26, Lemaire teaches the system of claim 25 wherein the digital 
documents include e-mail (col. 2, lines 40-45, col. 3, lines 42-46, 60-63). 

Regarding claim 27, Lemaire teaches the system of claim 25 wherein the means for 
providing an LED alert and the means for initializing are in a means for receiving input in 
communication with the PC (fig. 1 A). 

Regarding claim 28, Lemaire teaches the system of claim 27 wherein the means for 
providing an LED alert is an LED in a standard keyboard, wherein the means for providing an 
LED alert is adapted to serve as an alert apparatus, and a means for entering input is a standard 
key on the means for receiving input, wherein the means for entering input is adapted to serve as 
the means for initializing (fig.lA, labels 38, 33). 

7. Claims 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cooper et 
al. (U.S. 6,052,442) in view of Perlman et al. (U.S. 5,896,444). 
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Claims 30, 31 are rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 
17. Furthermore, with respect to Figures 1-3, Cooper teaches a computing device, comprising: 

a memory for storing electronic documents having a delivery address (fig. 6, label 106; 
coll, lines 20-29, col.4, lines 37-43); 

Cooper further at least one processor configured to access the electronic documents in 
the memory and interface to at least one network store of electronic documents to receive a new 
set of electronic documents having the delivery address and to store the new set of electronic 
documents in the memory (col.l, lines 20-29, col.4, lines 37-43, 59-67); 

Cooper further teaches an alert device that renders at least one of audio or video 
indicating receipt of the new se of electronic documents (fig. 2B, labels 25, 26; col.6, lines 19- 
29); and 

Cooper further teaches an input device to request rendering of the electronic documents 
of the new set of electronic documents, and wherein the electronic documents stored in the 
memory are transferable to another computing device for processing (col.4, lines 43-47, col. 7, 
lines 15-20). 

Cooper does not teach the following limitations, 

"Wherein the computing device is communicatively coupled to a television and the alert 
device renders the video indicating receipt of the new set of electronic documents and the 
television displays the rendered video" 

Periman teaches Wherein the computing device is communicatively coupled to a 
television and the alert device renders the video indicating receipt of the new set of electronic 
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documents and the television displays the rendered video (Col. 4, lines 16-20, Col. 7, line 63- 
Col. 8, line 11). Having the cited art at the time the invention was made, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the feature of wherein the computing 
device is communicatively coupled to a television and the alert device renders the video 
indicating receipt of the new set of electronic documents and the television displays the rendered 
video to Cooper's invention for accessing messaging facilities as taught by Perlman's invention 
in order to provide a display of video message in a larger screen so that user can enjoy watching 
message in big display. 

Regarding claim 32, Cooper teaches that the transferring includes transferring to another 
computing device for display by said another computing device (col. 8, lines 6-12). 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MD S. ELAHEE whose telephone number is (571)272-7536. 
The examiner can normally be reached on MON-FRI. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, FAN TSANG can be reached on (571)272-7547. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/MD S ELAHEE/ 

MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 

Primary Examiner 

Art Unit 2614 

November 10, 2009 


